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Co-designing Social Marketing Programs 
Abstract 
 
Purpose – Most alcohol education programs are designed by experts, with the target 
audience largely excluded from this process. Theoretically, application of co-creation 
which comprises co-design and co-production offers an opportunity to better orient 
programs to meet audience needs and wants and thereby enhance program outcomes. To 
date, research focus has centred on value co-creation with content co-design receiving 
limited research attention. The current study seeks to understand how young people 
would design an intervention and continues by contrasting an audience designed program 
with the earlier implemented expert designed program.   
 
Design/methodology/approach – Six co-design sessions were conducted with 58 Year 
10 adolescents, aged between 14-16 years old, who had participated in Game On: Know 
Alcohol, a program developed by experts to address binge drinking. The data was content 
analysed.   
 
Findings – Analysis revealed that a co-designed program would differ substantially from 
the expert-driven Game On: Know Alcohol program recently trialled. The results indicate 
that adolescents prefer interactive activities that engage and challenge. Three alternative 
program solutions, catering to identified segments in the target audience, are suggested 
for future implementation and evaluation. 
 
Research limitations/implications – This sample is limited to adolescents from Catholic 
schools in one state of Australia and future research is recommended to extend findings 
beyond this group. This study is limited to establishment of audience (student) 
preferences and future experimental field research is needed to develop, implement and 
evaluate a co-designed program.   
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Originality/value – This study details a co-design process highlighting differences 
between an expert designed and audience designed programs. Future research 
challenging the theoretical assumption that a co-designed program will deliver superior 
outcomes to an expert designed program is recommended.   
 
Keywords – Social marketing, Audience research, Co-design, Alcohol, Adolescents, 
Audience insight, Formative research 
 
Paper type – Research Paper 
1. Introduction 
Alcohol education programs in school settings have yielded some positive short-
term results (Strøm et al., 2014) in preventing, delaying and minimising alcohol 
consumption. Over time, however, these effects are not maintained (Babor et al., 2010; 
Foxcroft and Tsertsvadze, 2012). Conventional alcohol education programs rely heavily 
on instructional design models wherein course designers use their knowledge and 
experience to design learning materials (Könings et al., 2014). Accordingly, most 
conventional alcohol education programs are designed by researchers, experts and 
occasionally teachers. Adolescents play only a small role (if at all) in the design of these 
programs (McKay et al., 2012; Vogl et al., 2009). In fact, despite being the target 
audience, adolescents have been mostly excluded from the program design process 
(Gosin et al., 2003). The application of social and commercial marketing theory 
demonstrates that audience orientation, which implies increased participation of target 
audiences in the program development process, is a significant driver of program success 
(Narver and Slater, 1990). Involving adolescent target audiences in the design of alcohol 
education programs may, therefore, improve program effectiveness.  
 
Social marketing offers a new approach to the design of alcohol education 
programs owing to its more comprehensive focus on the target audience (Andreasen, 
2002) termed audience orientation. In addition to audience orientation, the social 
marketing principle of segmentation acknowledges the existence of homogenous groups 
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(segments) within larger heterogeneous populations (NSMC, 2009). An audience-
oriented approach reflects a bottom-up philosophy in contrast to the more traditional 
expert-driven approach that prevails in the design of existing alcohol education programs 
(Donovan and Henley, 2010; Gosin et al., 2003; Lefebvre, 2013; Rundle-Thiele et al., 
2015; Storey et al., 2008). The principle of segmentation acknowledges that one size does 
not fit all and that program preferences differ according to segment membership (Dietrich 
et al., 2015a; Dietrich et al. 2015b). 
Recent education literature also supports greater involvement of adolescents in 
program design as a means of improving the learning experience (Könings et al., 2014). 
One method for improved audience orientation is co-creation, comprising co-design and 
co-production of the offering, to harness the consumer’s expertise in what it is that they 
like and want from products and services (Roggeveen et al., 2012; Tuli et al., 2007, 
Woodruff, 1997). The process of co-creation and more specifically content co-design, 
however, remains relatively under examined in social marketing literature (Domegan et 
al., 2013; Lefebvre, 2012; Russell-Bennett et al., 2013). Accordingly, it is yet to be 
established whether content co-design can be employed successfully with an adolescent 
target audience to create a meaningful program that is balanced with evidence-based best 
practice. Further, there is little guidance surrounding the process of co-design and limited 
understanding of the composition of audience designed programs in contrast to expert 
designed programs. In particular, it is not clear to what extent an audience co-designed 
program differs from an expert-driven alcohol program. Finally, it is unclear if co-
designed programs differ between identified audience segments. To address these gaps, 
this paper aims to showcase a co-design process to program development and interrogate 
its utility by comparing the co-designed programs with an existing expert-driven 
program.  
 
2. Involving Adolescents in Alcohol Program Design  
2.1 Current State 
A review of alcohol education literature suggests the design of alcohol education 
programs for adolescents remains mainly expert-driven (McBride et al., 2000; Vogl, 
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2007). Although the importance of including key stakeholders such as parents and 
doctors in the design of school-based alcohol education programs is increasingly being 
recognised (Gosin et al., 2003), the involvement of one of the most influential 
stakeholder groups, the adolescent target audience themselves (Entwistle, 1991), remains 
underexplored (Könings et al., 2011; Mitra, 2004; Nastasi et al., 2000). Research into 
drug education programs indicates adolescents often don’t like expert-driven programs, 
with some even failing to recall program participation (Fletcher et al., 2010). Many 
messages are perceived to be irrelevant to the real life experiences of adolescents 
(Tupper, 2008), possibly as a result of their limited involvement in program design. 
Where adolescents are involved at all in the program design, this is characteristically 
limited to evaluation workshops in programs otherwise fully developed by experts and/or 
researchers (e.g. McBride et al., 2000, Vogl, 2007). In a notable exception, Gosin and 
colleagues (2003) applied a more stakeholder-oriented design approach to the keeping it 
REAL curriculum which, although it achieved higher rates of efficacy compared to those 
of the control schools, was not compared to an original expert designed program. 
Teachers and adolescents contributed to lesson modifications, suggested supplemental 
activities and were involved in the productions of videos (Gosin et al., 2003). On the 
whole, these studies demonstrate that expert knowledge, and not audience insight, has 
largely driven alcohol education program development. One method of developing a 
more audience-oriented program design in social marketing that warrants exploration is 
application of co-creation and specifically content co-design.  
 
2.2 The role of participatory design, co-creation, co-design and co-production in social 
marketing 
Participatory design (or participatory research, community research) is considered 
a sub-division of user-centred design (Sanders and Stappers, 2008) and originally 
emerged from social science research (Israel, 1998; Stoecker, 1999). The participatory 
design approach is a process where stakeholders (e.g. drug experts, students, researchers 
and teachers) are consulted to facilitate the social construction of alcohol and drug 
education programs (Nastasi et al., 2000). Close examination of the participatory design 
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approach leads to the understanding that while the terminology is different, its purpose 
can be likened to the social marketing principles of conducting formative audience 
research (Andreasen, 2002), later referred to as audience-orientation (NSMC, 2009). 
Participatory design research and social marketing aim then to employ the process of co-
creation, which involves co-design and co-production to deliver an audience oriented 
program. Yet, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, direct comparisons of expert 
programs versus an audience designed program have yet to be explored. 
 
Co-creation is seen to be part of the formative research phase of social marketing, 
and Ind and Coates (2013) suggest that it involves the uncovering of insight about the 
target audience beyond which is already previously known. Sanders and Stappers (2008) 
conceptualise co-creation more broadly to imply an act of collective creativity by two or 
more people ranging from the “physical to the metaphysical and from the material to the 
spiritual” (p. 5). Accordingly, co-creation is about creating solutions with consumers 
rather than creating solutions for them (Bason, 2010). Both co-design and co-production 
can be seen as specific actions within the co-creation process. Co-design refers to the 
entire design process where researchers and/or practitioners and consumers come 
together to create something new (Sanders and Stappers, 2008), while co-production 
becomes relevant when for example researchers, consumers and designers have designed 
something, but they need someone else (e.g. game developer) to produce it (e.g. computer 
game). The concept of co-creation, including co-design and co-production, has been more 
extensively used in business than in social contexts (Roggeveen et al., 2012; Tuli et al., 
2007). Specifically, research relating to the process and application of the co-creation 
method in social marketing remains limited (Domegan et al., 2013; Lefebvre, 2012; 
Russell-Bennett et al., 2013). In particular, the focus to date has been on the notion of 
value co-production (see Zainuddin et al., 2011, 2013) rather than co-design.  
 
Some challenges arise from the notion of applying a co-design process in the 
development of social marketing programs with adolescents, particularly in the context of 
alcohol education. The difficulty mainly stems from balancing insights from this target 
audience with the best practice knowledge possessed by researchers and other experts, or 
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in other words, balancing expert and audience involvement in program design. Expert 
views on alcohol programs are widely available in the literature (see for example 
Foxcroft and Tsertsvadze, 2012; Könings et al., 2014, McBride, 2003). Arnstein’s (1969) 
typology of citizen participation is useful in conceptualising the different degrees of the 
involvement in program design. While Arnstein’s (1969) ladder was developed in the 
context of urban renewal, anti-poverty and model cities to showcase the political power 
dynamics involved in co-creation processes, it can be extended to contexts including 
higher degree curriculum design (Bovill and Bulley, 2011). Eight possible levels of 
participation were introduced in a ladder pattern with each rung reflecting a level of 
citizen involvement in program planning and/or design (Arnstein, 1969). Citizen 
involvement ranges from the bottom rung of non-participation (manipulation and 
therapy), through degrees of limited involvement (informing, consultation, placation), to 
the top rung of citizen power (partnership, delegated power, citizen control) (Arnstein, 
1969). On this basis, we have designed Figure 1 to showcase the spectrum between an 
expert-driven design solution (far left) to a consumer-driven design solution (far right), 
with the co-creation process taking place in between these two endpoints. The continuum 
proposed also allows for variation in the level of audience involvement in co-creation; 
that is, it can be either more expert or more audience focused. 
 
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE 
 
The current study aims to examine the extent to which a co-designed program 
might differ from an existing expert-driven alcohol program. Further, it investigates 
differences of a co-designed program between three segments of the adolescent audience. 
The overall aim is to establish the extent that audience preferences may (or may not) 
converge with expert designed programs to inform future program planning and 
implementation. 
 
3 Method 
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 Q
ue
en
sla
nd
 U
niv
ers
ity
 of
 T
ec
hn
olo
gy
 A
t 1
4:0
5 0
1 M
arc
h 2
01
6 (
PT
)
7 
 
This research forms part of a larger cluster randomised controlled design research 
project that implemented and evaluated an expert-designed alcohol social marketing 
program named Game On: Know Alcohol (GOKA) (Rundle-Thiele et al., 2015). The 
program was delivered in schools to Year 10 adolescents, typically aged 14-16 years old. 
GOKA is a full-day (six module) program that uses a novel range of online games and 
practical activities with the overarching aim of changing the drivers of positive binge 
drinking intentions and reinforcing the factors inhibiting negative binge drinking 
intentions. A description of GOKA is available in (Rundle-Thiele et al., 2015). 
 
A co-creation process is characterised by a more interactive nature compared to 
traditional ethnographies (Spinuzzi, 2005). There are a large number of different 
techniques that have been cited in participatory design and social marketing literature. 
Methods range from role-playing games (Iacucci et al., 2000), online surveys (Zainuddin, 
2013), in-depth interviews (Zainuddin, 2011), feedback workshops and video production 
(Gosing et al., 2013) even meetings and seminars (Bødker, 1996), mock-ups (Westerlund, 
2009) to more complex and long-term embedded community research projects (for more 
information see Brereton and Buur, 2008). A comprehensive overview of different co-
creation tools and techniques is provided in Sanders et al. (2010), where the authors 
suggest a framework with three main categories; 1) Producing tangible things (2-D 
collages, 2-D mappings, 3-D mock-ups),  2) Talking, telling and explaining (Diaries, 
cards), 3) Acting, enacting, and playing (Games, props, acting, improvisation). Our aim 
was to employ co-design sessions based on the card sorting method. 
 
For this study, six co-design sessions were conducted with a total of 58 
adolescents who had previously participated in the GOKA research project. A previous 
study identified three unique segments of those adolescents who participated in GOKA 
(Dietrich et al., 2015a): Abstainers (58% of the student population), Bingers (17%) and 
Moderate Drinkers (25%). Abstainers (n=1223; boys: 54%) do not drink alcohol, 
possessed the lowest-risk attitudes towards binge drinking, the lowest intentions to binge 
drink, and were surrounded by a social environment that does not engage in or support 
binge drinking. Bingers (n=363; boys: 69%) possessed the most positive attitudes 
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towards drinking alcohol, and about two-thirds of this segment drink alcohol regularly. 
Seventy percent of the Moderate Drinkers (n=528; boys: 49%) reported drinking alcohol 
on a monthly or less than monthly basis, and the majority of these adolescents did not 
engage in binge drinking. This study aimed to obtain a sample that reflected this 
population composition; however, this aim was subject to the local school contact’s 
ability to recruit students into the co-design sessions. Furthermore, owing to 
confidentiality restrictions, we were only able to retrospectively (post co-design session) 
determine the segment to which the participants belonged. This was achieved through a 
personalised individual code that participants used throughout the GOKA program. Co-
design session participants were asked to provide a unique ID (6 digit code) at the end of 
co-design session along with their own program design. In cases where provided codes 
were matchable to the survey data (n=44), segment membership was determined. We 
were able to identify 27 Abstainers, seven Bingers and ten Moderate Drinkers. Abstainers 
were marginally over-represented (61%) in the co-design sample when compared to the 
larger study, while the proportion of Moderate drinkers (23%) and Binge Drinkers (16%) 
was marginally under-represented when compared to the larger student sample. We were 
not able to match 14 participants to their segment owing to code mismatches. As such, 
results for these 14 individuals are included in totals only as segment level inclusion was 
not possible. Two participants were not available on the assigned co-design session (i.e. 
were absent from school). All students who arrived for the scheduled sessions 
participated in the entire session (n=58).    
 
The researchers did not control student selection. A large number of conveniently 
drawn co-design sessions allowed maximization of participant heterogeneity. Given that 
segment composition for the co-design session sample was largely aligned to the larger 
segmentation sample (see also Dietrich et al., 2015a), this goal was achieved.    
Specifically, the Year 10 coordinator from each of the six schools selected ten 
adolescents with different backgrounds (e.g. gender, grades and drinking behaviour) to 
increase the chances of including adolescents from each identified segments in the co-
design sessions. The Year 10 coordinators were responsible for liaising with the GOKA 
team and organising program delivery and were, therefore, most suited to recruiting the 
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sample for the co-design sessions. The co-design sessions took place in private rooms 
without teacher supervision (except in two schools where school policy required that 
adolescents be supervised), to ensure privacy and confidentiality for participants. To 
encourage and boost participants’ creativity it was important to create a relaxed and 
playful environment (Ind and Coates, 2013), and this was facilitated by a card sorting 
activity used as a research method in this study. The card sorting method has been 
employed in a number of research contexts particularly in psychology and psychiatry 
(Pazart et al., 2011). In this study, the current GOKA activities, plus a series of activities 
(see Table 1) identified from a number of other alcohol education programs (see 
Alcolado and Alcolado, 2011; Hardoff et al., 2013; Will and Sabo, 2010), were described 
(in one or two sentences) and illustrated on printed and laminated cards (of business card 
size and format) (see Figure 2). All existing GOKA activities as well as new activities are 
described in Table 1. 
 
INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 
 
Participants were then provided with the laminated cards and asked to review and refresh 
their memory about all GOKA activities, and to raise any questions. Following this initial 
discussion, adolescents proceeded to organise the activities into (1) like, (2) dislike and 
(3) unsure categories. Then, each activity was discussed to understand the reasoning 
informing their choices. Probing questions were asked to gain deeper insight. Next, the 
additional nine activities were presented, and the same classification procedure and 
probing questions as previously described were followed. 
 
 
INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE 
 
 
Participants also received a set of blank cards (as depicted in Figure 2) and they were 
encouraged to brainstorm a) how any of the activities could be improved, and/or b) share 
something that they have heard or an activity they had previously undertaken in an 
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alcohol education class, and/or c) come up with their own activity. Finally, participants 
were asked to put together a new program based on all activities. A photograph was taken 
of each participant’s co-designed program (see Figure 3).  
 
 
INSERT FIGURE 3 HERE 
 
 
A content analysis was undertaken by counting how many times a GOKA activity 
or newly suggested activity was selected by participants. Additionally, NVivo software 
(Version 10) was used to systematically categorise data surrounding activity preferences 
for different segments in order to understand segment preferences for future program 
development. This ranged from associating all the adolescents’ quotes relating to a 
particular activity and further categorising their reactions into positives (e.g. fun, 
learning, interesting, practical) and negatives (e.g. frustrating, boring, confusing). 
 
4 Results 
The result section is divided into three parts. Part I presents the overall findings 
from the card sorting activity and presents, and in table format (see Table 2), the eleven 
activities preferred by the three audience segments for a new co-designed program. Part I 
also discusses general themes that emerged from the co-design sessions. Part II focuses 
on examining the activities liked by all three segments, but also discusses activities where 
differences were observed. Finally, Part III discusses the activities that were 
differentially selected across the three segments (see Table 3). 
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 Q
ue
en
sla
nd
 U
niv
ers
ity
 of
 T
ec
hn
olo
gy
 A
t 1
4:0
5 0
1 M
arc
h 2
01
6 (
PT
)
11 
 
4.1 Part I: Activities Selected by Adolescents in Co-design Sessions 
 
Results from the co-design sessions (n=58) were analysed through content 
analysis. Specifically, a count was recorded of how many times a GOKA activity or a 
new activity was selected by the total adolescent sample, and by segment, to be included 
in a new program. These findings are presented in Table 2. 
INSERT TABLE 2 HERE (LANDSCAPE)
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The results show that a total of four out of eleven GOKA activities, namely two 
online games (Perfect Pour and Dumb Driver) and two practical activities (Beer Goggles 
and Standard Drink Pouring Activity), were preferred activities for all three segments. 
That is, these activities were most commonly included in the co-designed programs of 
adolescents across the three segments. Further, four out of the nine newly introduced 
activities in the co-design sessions (Before and After Pictures of Celebrities, Drinking 
Mirror App, Drink Victim reports, Best Excuses to not Drink) were selected by all three 
segments.  
 
It is interesting to note that eight out of a total of eleven activities were selected 
by all three segments, resulting in a fundamentally different co-designed program as 
compared to the original GOKA program. Thematic analysis of adolescent responses 
revealed that those activities seen as fun, interesting, and interactive were most popular. 
Interactivity was identified to be highly important for adolescents, supporting previous 
literature findings that interactivity is key to program engagement and success (Lilja et 
al., 2003; Tobler and Stratton, 1997). Adolescents suggested that interactivity helped 
them to retain information while having fun throughout the learning process. Research 
has suggested that fun-induced gameplay can increase engagement, and therefore 
learning (Giles, 2010; Holbrook et al., 1984; Prensky, 2002). Perhaps for this reason, 
reflective tasks, such as the Writing Activity, for example, seemed less popular with 
participants.  
 
M, 14y (Abstainer on having fun and interactivity): “…if you're enjoying it you're 
probably more likely to remember it anyway because you're 
actually having fun remembering it.” 
 
The online games generally rated well across the segments, and adolescents 
appreciated the game play combined with understanding the message. The data suggests, 
in contrast to the notion that young people, being ‘digital natives’, would prefer online 
games (Newton et al., 2009; Vogl et al., 2012), that participants evaluated the 
attractiveness of both online and offline activities on the basis that they were engaging 
and fun. Interestingly, the most preferred activity was practical (Beer Goggles), and 
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adolescents spoke enthusiastically about this activity in the co-design sessions. Hence, 
this research suggests that practical activities (if engaging and fun) should be kept as an 
essential component of programs. Additionally, practical activities are more cost effective 
than online game solutions, which are expensive to design and require ongoing 
maintenance due to IT system upgrades.   
 
F, 15y (commenting on online vs. offline) “There's just some things that I won't just seem  
to do in reality and then some things that are just more interesting 
to do on a computer and I guess that's the difference. 
 
Three out of the original eleven activities were not ranked highly by any of the 
three segment co-designed programs (Moderation Strategies, Alcohol Trivia and the 
Pledge). Comments about the Moderation Strategies activity were mostly negative, 
describing it as boring and non-engaging, or expected to be unhelpful in real drinking 
situations. The Pledge was, for the most part, criticised across all three segments, with 
qualitative insights suggesting that adolescents believed that their promise to themselves 
would count for little when they were out having a good time in the short term, let alone 
in years’ time. This finding corresponds with research suggesting that the focus of 
adolescents’ attention is on immediate events, and that they generally struggle to envision 
a future beyond school (McKay et al., 2012).  
 
M, 14y (Binger, Pledge)”… I don't think it's something that I'm really going to  
remember when I'm going out for a good time.  I'm just going out 
for a good time and not remember I did this thing back then...” 
 
Qualitative comments regarding Alcohol Trivia, an online quiz, were positive, 
describing the activity as interesting and insightful. (This online quiz had been 
specifically developed for GOKA, but was only operational in one of the six schools 
owing to IT failure). 
4.2 Part II: Activities Liked by All Segments 
The Beer Goggles activity received the highest overall preference count for co-
design session participants and was ranked first by both Abstainers and Moderate 
Drinkers segments and second in the Bingers segment (please see Table 3 for an 
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overview of liked activities across all three segments). Overall, adolescents from all three 
segments spoke positively about this activity. The Bingers segment was less impressed 
by the Beer Goggles activity than the other two groups, a result that may be explained by 
the disparity between the simulated drinking experience and their real life drinking 
experience. The real-life feel of games and activities has been previously identified as 
one of the key determinants in learning outcomes (Wilson et al., 2009). 
 
M, 14y (Binger, Beer Goggles): “I put it in the like column because … it was just a different 
experience just to walking normally” 
 
Interestingly, Perfect Pour, a game developed for GOKA, was the most preferred 
activity for the Bingers segment, but was ranked only seventh by the Abstainers segment, 
and fourth in the Moderate Drinkers segment. Earlier research has suggested that 
previous experience of a specific activity (in this case the pouring of drinks) increases the 
liking of the simulated task (Wilson et al., 2009). Given the Bingers’ and Moderate 
Drinkers’ exposure to real-life drinking situations, this seems a likely explanation for 
their greater enjoyment of this game, and the lower preference given by the Abstainers.  
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Perfect Pour): “Because in [the] perfect pour game is like all 
different beers and you got to pour it into the cup.” 
  
The Abstainers segment’s response to the Perfect Pour game was less positive. Not 
having been exposed, in most cases, to the pouring of alcoholic drinks, they felt that this 
game was training them to do exactly that.   
 
F, 15y (Abstainer, Perfect Pour): “Well we're 15, so we really shouldn't be 
drinking at this age, so you're training us how to drink a full, 
standard drink.” 
 
Dumb Driver, another game developed for the GOKA trial, was the ranked fourth 
with the Abstainers segment, third in the Bingers segment, and second in the Moderate 
Drinkers segment. Across all three segments, this activity was positively evaluated as 
fun, challenging and competitive. Males seemed to enjoy the competitiveness of the game 
more than girls, which supports previous research findings (Cresswell et al., 2002; 
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Nichols and Birnbaum, 2005). Furthermore, all three attributes have been stated in 
gaming literature as important determinants for game satisfaction and learning outcomes 
(Wilson et al., 2009).  
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Dumb Driver): “I think it's a fun way of teaching you not to 
drive when you're drunk rather than just sitting down and talking 
about "don't drive while you're drunk" dah-dah-dah.  It's a fun way 
of teaching you not to do that.” 
 
The Standard Drink Pouring Activity was ranked fifth for Abstainers, seventh for 
the Bingers, and eleventh for the Moderate Drinker segment. Despite the variations in 
ranking, the qualitative insights suggested that adolescents were mostly pleased with the 
activity and enjoyed getting out of the classroom and pouring a soft drink in order to get a 
physical sense of a standard drink. Adolescents enjoyed this experiential learning 
(learning by doing) activity in contrast to the more traditional didactic forms of 
classroom-based teachings on which conventional alcohol education programs rely. 
Experiential learning theory has been used as a successful method in education to 
enhance learning outcomes (Kolb, 1994).  
 
F, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Standard Drink Pouring Activity): “…it was really interesting  
seeing though not just that you don't pour instead of just being told 
"no, that's too much" you way over poured like 83 millilitres you 
went, I just poured 200.  That was really interesting to see just how 
much you over poured.” 
 
The Before and After Pictures of Celebrities and the Drinking Mirror App were 
two activities that had been appraised as potentially interesting, fun and illuminating 
ways of understanding the impact of the physical consequences of binge drinking. 
Interestingly, participants were not too interested in celebrities, but suggested that the 
Drinking Mirror App activity, with their own image, or an image of someone they could 
relate to, was more powerful.  
 
M, 14y (Binger, Drinking Mirror App): “That one is a picture of yourself so you might 
start to worry if you were drinking too much you would look like 
that.  But if that's someone else you can make fun of it kind of.” 
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Although selected by all three segments, the Drink Victim Activity was most 
strongly selected by Abstainers (more than 80%) in comparison with the much lower 
percentages of Bingers (43%) and Moderate Drinkers (40%). The Drink Victim Activity 
was ranked second for the Abstainers, ninth for the Bingers, and seventh for the Moderate 
Drinker. Abstainers believed this activity to be powerful because of the fear response it 
would potentially evoke. This may suggest that the fear appeal is more meaningful to the 
Abstainer segment and less so for those (drinking) segments that need to be effectively 
reached (Hastings et al., 2004).  
 
M, 15y (Abstainer, Drink Victim): “The scary part sort of scares people into not wanting  
   to get so drunk, so that wouldn't happen to them.” 
 
Bingers and Moderate Drinkers tended to be more sceptical about the realisation of this 
activity. Specifically, they regarded these scenarios as extreme cases, and unlikely to 
happen to themselves.  
 
F, 14y (Moderate Drinker, Drink Victim): “It's cool to hear about stories and stuff but I 
guess it could be one of those things that are just like one off 
things.  It wouldn't really happen to a lot of people unless you 
drank excessively…it probably wouldn't have a very high chance 
of actually happening to one of us.” 
Further evidence that suggests differential preferences between the Abstainers and 
the two drinking segments (Bingers and Moderate Drinkers) may stem from the Best 
Excuses to not Drink activity, which rated eleventh with the Abstainers, eighth with the 
Bingers, and fifth with the Moderate Drinkers. It is likely that the Abstainers did not find 
this activity relevant to themselves, and may not have faced situations where they needed 
to refuse alcohol. Therefore, it was more relevant to adolescents who were already facing 
situations where they felt pressured to accept an alcoholic drink.  
4.3 Part III: Differentially Liked Activities  
Different activity preferences were also observed for each of the three segments 
(see Table 3). A total of six activities (Stork Balance, Don’t Turn Your Night into 
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Nightmare, Passing Out activity; Writing activity, Discussion Session, Alcohol Jeopardy) 
were selected by either one or two, but not all three segments. Participants themselves 
pointed out that there are different groups (drinkers vs. non-drinkers) and that adolescents 
in any cohort develop at different rates, which suggests that a one size fits all approach in 
alcohol program implementation may be particularly ineffective for adolescents in this 
crucial age range (14-16 years old). 
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker): “I think it's really difficult to appeal to everyone and for  
everyone to get something out of the day.” 
 
It is in this age range that adolescents begin to experiment with alcohol. The most recent 
national Australian statistics support this, reporting that the current average age at which 
young people aged 14-24 in Australia first tried alcohol was 15.7 years (AIHW, 2014).   
 
The Don’t Turn Your Night Into a Nightmare game was not preferred at all by the 
Moderate Drinkers segment, was ranked fourth amongst the Bingers segment, and tenth 
in the Abstainers segment. The qualitative insights given by the Moderate Drinkers were 
that they believed that the game to be unrealistic and lacked a real objective. This is an 
interesting response, given this game was developed for the Australian Government’s 
Department of Health and Ageing National Binge Drinking Strategy (2009) to target 15-
17 year olds (Australian Government Department of Health, 2008). Yet we observed that 
at least one of the drinking segments was displeased with this online game. It may be that 
a too great disparity between the online game simulation of a night out and their own 
experiences earned the activity a low rating by the Moderate Drinkers.  
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Don’t Turn Your Night into a Nightmare): “…I think it was just 
silly because it's not really a realistic situation.  That might not 
happen…” 
 
Only the Abstainer segment voted for the Passing Out activity and the Stork 
Balance activity. In line with the previous activity (Don’t Turn Your Night Into a 
Nightmare), this is further evidence that the real life experiences of the Bingers and 
Moderate Drinkers have rendered the ‘passing out’ simulation, as well as the Stork 
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Balance activity, less interesting. Both drinking segments felt that these two activities 
implausibly simulated alcohol intoxication. 
 
M, 15y (Binger, Passing Out): “…it didn't really make me feel like I was experiencing 
being passed out. It felt like I was just lying in the grass…” 
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Stork Balance): “Yeah.  I just thought it was boring because I didn't  
  really feel it had anything to do with alcohol.” 
 
On the contrary, Abstainers rated both activities favourably and stated that they enjoyed 
the reflective part of the Passing Out activity, and the notion and the challenge of staying 
in control in the Stork Balance activity. 
 
M, 14y (Abstainer, Stork Balance): “It was interesting to find out how much of a  
  challenge it was when one of your senses was taken away to 
balance.” 
 
Further evidence that suggested key differences between segments was observed 
for the Writing activity. In an interesting observation, the Bingers were the only segment 
that selected the Writing activity to be included in their final program solution. Bingers 
reported enjoying sharing their stories and experiences, while Abstainers and Moderate 
Drinkers often felt put on the spot; as they had no stories to share, this is a likely reason 
for their dissatisfaction with the Writing activity.     
 
F, 15 (Abstainer, Writing activity): “…I didn't have any stories to tell.  I just didn't know  
what to write and I didn't have anything to say on it.” 
 
 
Similarly to previous activities, the Calorie Matching activity was selected 
only by the Bingers and the Moderate Drinkers, and not by the Abstainers, suggesting 
that this activity would be more helpful for adolescents who are already consuming 
alcohol and can more easily relate to these messages.  
 
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 Q
ue
en
sla
nd
 U
niv
ers
ity
 of
 T
ec
hn
olo
gy
 A
t 1
4:0
5 0
1 M
arc
h 2
01
6 (
PT
)
19 
 
Only the Moderate Drinkers were interested in the Discussion Session, and 
similarly in the Alcohol Jeopardy activity, and voted these into their segments’ final 
program selections. For both activities, interactivity was described as the key to retaining 
information and staying engaged.  
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Discussion activity): “Because I just think that it's  
  interactive and everyone would get more out of that.” 
 
M, 15y (Moderate Drinker, Alcohol Jeopardy): “I just reckon for me, I don't know about  
  other people, that as long as it's interactive you're going to like it 
more because it's just better to just actually see something and 
think about it and answer questions.” 
 
5 Discussion 
The results indicated that a co-designed alcohol education program at both an 
overall and segment level would differ substantially from an expert-driven program that 
has been recently trialled. Results suggested that a total of only four out of eleven current 
GOKA activities (Perfect Pour, Dumb Driver, Beer Goggles, Standard Drink Pouring) 
would be included in a new program by all three segments, and that three of the original 
eleven activities did not feature in the co-designed programs of any of the three segments 
(Moderation Strategies, Alcohol Trivia, and the Pledge). Of interest is that four out of 
nine potential new activities (Before and After Pictures of Celebrities, Drinking Mirror 
App, Drink Victim reports, Best Excuses to not Drink) were voted into a final co-
designed program by all three segments.   
 
Our co-design sessions suggest that students have a voice when it comes to 
program design and they were able to articulate a program design in line with their 
thoughts and ideas. Unique curriculums were designed by students and all differed from 
the expert design implemented in GOKA (see Figure 3 for example).  The method 
employed in the current study demonstrates how segment levels preferences can be 
drawn (Dietrich et al., 2015a) to develop three clear student-driven programs that differed 
substantially to the existing one-size fits all, expert-designed program. 
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The results show differences in the co-designed alcohol education programs 
developed by the three adolescent segments in this study (Abstainers, Bingers and 
Moderate Drinkers). This suggests that developing three different alcohol program 
versions tailored to all three segments may be warranted in order to understand whether a 
program catering to segment preference differences will be more effective than a one size 
fits all co-designed program. Eight out of eleven activities were identically selected by all 
three segments, indicating that perhaps only limited tailoring of a program may be 
required. This offers further opportunity for future research. For example, the Abstainers 
were the only segment to choose the Stork Balance activity and the Passing Out activity, 
while the Bingers were the only segment to select the Writing activity, which suggests 
that the Writing activity should be removed from the program version for the Abstainers. 
Furthermore, the Moderate Drinkers were the only segment to select the Discussion 
Session and the Alcohol Jeopardy game, and so these activities may be excluded from the 
program for the Bingers and Abstainers segments. Owing to the challenge of 
implementing a tailored program version for each of the three segments in a Year 10 
cohort, it is suggested that the differential activities should be provided online where 
possible. 
 
Research relating to the process and application of the co-creation method in 
social marketing program is limited (Domegan et al., 2013; Lefebvre, 2012; Russell-
Bennett et al., 2013) providing limited guidance on application of co-design methods to 
gain formative research insights. The current study employed a card sorting method to 
co-design content with the target audience (students aged 14-16 years). Students that took 
part in the co-design sessions seemed to appreciate the playfulness of the card sorting 
activity (Pazart et al., 2011). Students were previously exposed to the GOKA program 
and thus they were familiar with the first set of cards (which represented the activities 
that took place in the GOKA program). This helped them to reflect on the day they took 
part in and allowed them to speak about something that they had actually experienced. 
This provided a warm up exercise that assisted the creative process rather than starting 
with a blank canvas. Furthermore, the principal researcher had previously delivered the 
program and this contributed to a more trusting environment between students and the 
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researcher. Trust has been cited as an important factor in social marketing program 
design and in the consumer insight generation process (Hastings, 2003).  
 
Challenges were experienced. First, the session length (on average 60 minutes) 
and the need to discuss a large number of old and new activities offered limited time to 
focus on each activity. Time constraints were further exacerbated by late student arrivals. 
Often researchers would only be allowed into the room a couple of minutes prior to the 
start of the co-design sessions and often last minute preparations, such as moving tables 
and chairs to create a U-shape format (in order to facilitate discussion more easily and 
increase engagement), exacerbated the limited time that was available. In light of the 
above, whilst a wealth of student insight was generated, longer co-design sessions of at 
least 90 minutes may allow for an even deeper insight generation. Allowing more time 
for students to brain storm their own and/or variations to existing program components 
may have facilitated further creativity and playfulness (Ind and Coates, 2013) in the co-
design process. 
 
The procedures outlined in the current study offers a process to guide researchers 
on how to run co-design sessions, a previous gap identified in social marketing research 
(Domegan et al., 2013). Moreover, this research article provides support for Domegan’s 
(2013) conceptual paper’s conclusion that the collaborative and emancipatory ambitions 
of the co-creation process provide a fitting solution to social marketing program design. 
To create something out of nothing requires creativity, which is more frequently accessed 
in a playful state of mind (Ind and Coates, 2013). The conducting of co-design sessions, 
in combination with the card sorting activity as described, presented an innovative 
method of fostering creativity and reflected the audience-oriented and insight-driven 
philosophy that social marketing seeks for program development. 
 
Finally, it must be acknowledged that in addition to co-designing program content 
with adolescents, it is equally important to allow for evidence-based educational research 
to be part of program design. This consideration needs to be given in acknowledgement 
of the fact that it is not possible to give a full shift of responsibility to adolescents, who 
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are not fully aware either of their own learning or what might be most effective in the 
context of an alcohol program (Könings et al., 2014). In line with this acknowledgement, 
future research should be conducted to compare and contrast the effectiveness of the 
expert-driven GOKA, or similar programs, with co-designed counterparts to provide 
further insight into the utility of the co-design method of increasing audience orientation 
in social marketing. Furthermore, we suggest a critical assessment regarding young 
peoples’ preferences for different activities in order to better understand their motivations 
for their choices. For example, factors such as different learning styles, socioeconomic 
background, as well as existing experience with alcohol should be taken into 
consideration to allow for further insight generation into differential activity preferences. 
  
6 Limitations and Future Research 
Key limitations of this work must be addressed. A recent research project in the 
UK had to stop co-creation research attempts because of user fatigue and the low level of 
local community involvement (Domegan et al., 2013). This is a risk in school settings as 
well, where the didactic one-dimensional teacher-centred learning environment often 
lacks an adolescent voice (Mitra, 2004). A limitation of the co-design sessions conducted 
may stem from their structured nature. It could be argued that co-design sessions reflect 
an even more authentic bottom-up process if adolescents are provided with blank cards 
only and then, through collaboration with each other and the researchers, design the 
education program. This research suggests the need for a scale of levels of co-design 
methods to cater for and understand these differences. An ideal process might be one that 
allows for other co-design session formats where there would be more time for creative 
thinking and reflection. Furthermore, it is important that future research investigates 
whether the co-design process does ultimately influence the effectiveness of the program, 
whereby co-designed programs are directly compared to the expert-driven programs from 
which they are derived. Furthermore, it is important that future research investigates 
whether the card sorting method itself does in fact improve the content co-design process 
and thus ultimately the effectiveness of the program. Future research can compare card 
sorting to other co-design techniques (e.g. 2D collages, diaries, acting, games and props) 
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to understand whether the co-design technique used impacts the design outcome. Another 
limitation was that only six co-design sessions were conducted, and that participants from 
the Bingers and the Moderate Drinkers segments were slightly under-represented. Lastly, 
testing has been conducted in private, religiously denominated (Catholic) schools in one 
state of Australia, and it is recommended that future research be extended into a broader 
field. Co-creation, and specifically co-design, has been subject to limited empirical 
interrogation in social marketing. According to Rundle-Thiele (2015), social marketers 
are operating under many assumptions and empirical testing of assumptions is an 
important future research agenda. The current study is an important first step towards this 
endeavour as it outlines a series of co-designed programs that can be produced, 
implemented and evaluated using an experimental field design. Drawing on the results of 
the current study two alternatives exist to provide empirical evidence regarding the 
efficacy of an audience oriented in contrast to an expert designed program.  First, social 
marketers could implement a one-size fits all program (presented in this study as Total) 
and compare and contrast its outcomes against the original GOKA program.  Second, the 
delivery of a segmented program that offers streamed activities to meet the unique needs 
and wants of Abstainers, Bingers and Moderate drinkers could be compared to the 
original GOKA program. Testing within the current student population of Catholic 
students is recommended to minimise sample differences and subsequent biases that 
would arise. 
7 Conclusion 
In summary, this research aimed to investigate the role of co-design as a means, in 
line with social marketing principles, of improving the audience orientation of alcohol 
education programs, which are typically expert-driven, and seek limited participation of 
the target audience in program design. Specifically, it provides a foundational step in 
determining the utility of employing a co-design process in program design by 
investigating whether a co-designed program would differ from a corresponding program 
designed by experts and researchers. The findings showed that a co-designed program 
solution differed substantially from the original expert-driven GOKA program. 
Adolescents prefer learning through interactive means, whether through online game play 
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or other practical activities. Conventional didactic forms of education were found to be 
less appealing to adolescents. Three differing program solutions were suggested, and it is 
for future research to compare program outcomes with the original expert-driven program 
design to ascertain whether co-design can deliver superior outcomes. In addition, this 
study introduced a co-design process that offers the opportunity to improve audience 
orientation and generate fresh program development insights for an alcohol social 
marketing program. As such, it provides an important basis for future research into social 
marketing. 
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 Figure 1 – Expert vs Audience Driven Design Solutions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Cards for Card Sorting Activity  
 
 
 
Figure 3: Example of one Adolescent’s Final Co-created Program  
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Table 1: Activities Used in “EduCATE” and New Activities 
EduCATE Activities New Activities  
1) Dumb Driver: Adolescents drive a car 
and the game simulates different Blood 
Alcohol Levels [BAC]. 
 
2) Beer Goggles: Adolescents wear beer 
goggles and aim to walk along a straight 
line of masking tape.  
 
3) Stork Balance Activity: Simulating the 
loss of control through this balancing 
activity. 
 
4) Writing Activity: Adolescents write about 
an incident involving alcohol that they 
have experienced, witnessed or learned 
about in the media.  
 
5) Passing Out Activity: Adolescents ruffle 
themselves up (untuck shirts, mess up 
hair) and lie in the gutter, near the trash, 
in a flower bed, or on the grass at school 
grounds followed by interactive 
discussion.  
 
6) Alcohol Trivia: Fourteen questions, 
including immediate feedback, about 
alcohol, standard drinks, myths, and 
effects of alcohol.  
 
7) Perfect Pour: Aim is to pour exactly one 
standard drink of six different alcoholic 
beverages with different glass shapes and 
sizes. 
 
8) Standard Drink Pouring: After 
calculating the exact amount of a 
standard drink in a glass of red wine, 
students aim to pour the exact same 
amount by using a soft drink and a 
plastic cup. 
 
9) Don’t Turn your Night Into a Nightmare: 
Linking to the Australian Government’s 
campaign “Don’t turn a night out, into a 
nightmare” this game charts the 
experience of a night out with choices 
for drinking. 
1) Best Excuses to not Drink: Adolescents 
get together in groups and discuss 
individual and their peers’ best excuses to 
not drink.  
 
2) Before and After Pictures (Celebrities): 
Pictures of celebrities before and after 
heavy, long-term drinking are shown to 
students. Adolescents are required to 
discuss the differences that they observe.    
 
3) Drink Victim Reports: Adolescents are 
exposed to a real life story about how 
harmful drinking alcohol can be and are 
visited by a person in a wheelchair or 
parents that have lost their child due to 
alcohol fuelled violence.  
 
4) Discussion Session: A five minute video 
clip about binge drinking in Australia is 
shown to adolescents and followed by an 
in-class discussion. 
 
5) Alcohol Jeopardy: An interactive quiz to 
test adolescents’ knowledge about alcohol 
(based upon the famous TV show). 
 
6) Calorie Matching: Pictures of foods 
(burgers, candy, desserts, etc.) are 
matched to the amount of calories 
contained in alcoholic beverages such as 
wine, beer and pre-mixed drinks. 
 
7) Drinking Mirror App: Take a picture of 
yourself and upload it into the Drinking 
Mirror App. Next, adolescents add the 
amount they or are planning to drink over 
the next years. An image will appear that 
simulates how adolescents’ will look up 
to 10 years in the future. 
 
8) Social Media: Adolescents research their 
Facebook account and look for alcohol 
advertising and investigate whether 
friends or family members ‘like’ alcohol 
brands. Furthermore, a discussion about 
what should and should not be posted 
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 10) Moderation Strategies: Assist adolesce-
ents to reflect and develop personal 
strategies to drink moderately or abstain 
from drinking in social settings. 
 
11) The Pledge: Adolescents fill out a pledge 
students and give them a quiet moment 
to individually fill it out, sign it, and to 
take home with them 
during schoolies is part of this activity.  
 
9) Alcohol and the Body: This activity has 
adolescents’ labelling and identifying 
body parts (using skeletons or posters or 
an online game) that are affected by 
alcohol consumption (long and short term 
effects). 
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